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This study provides the first comparison of 2 methods proposed to in-
crease the structure of selection interviews: frame-of-reference (FOR)
rater training for interviewers and providing interviewers with descrip-
tively anchored rating scales. In contrast to descriptively anchored rat-
ing scales, evidence for the efficacy of FOR training for interviewers
is still missing even though its effects have been established in other
domains. To evaluate the effectiveness of the 2 methods, we used a
2 x 2 design in which both methods were manipulated independently.
Participants observed and rated different interviewees’ performance in
a set of videotaped interviews. We found that both methods led to sub-
stantial, and comparable, improvements in both rating accuracy and
interrater reliability in comparison to a control condition in which nei-
ther method was used. Furthermore, even though both methods have
the same aim (i.e., enhancing the evaluation process by providing a
common evaluative standard for raters), combining both methods led
to further improvements in rating accuracy beyond the effects of the
individual methods. Practical implications for selection interviews are
discussed.

Employment interviews are among the most commonly used pro-
cedures for personnel selection worldwide (Buckley, Norris, & Wiese,
2000; Ryan, McFarland, Baron, & Page, 1999). To ensure that the most
qualified candidates are selected, it is necessary for interviewees to be
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assessed as accurately and reliably as possible. That said, research has
shown that interviewers may differ with regard to how they evaluate in-
formation gathered during an interview, and these differences might lower
the criterion-related validity of the interview (e.g., Dreher, Ash, & Han-
cock, 1988; Van Iddekinge, Sager, Burnfield, & Heffner, 2006). To reduce
the impact of individual differences between interviewers, it has been sug-
gested that the degree of structure in the interview should be increased.
In line with this suggestion, there is widespread agreement that struc-
tured interviews have much better criterion-related validity compared to
traditional, less structured interviews (e.g., Highhouse, 2008; Huffcutt &
Arthur, 1994; Sackett & Lievens, 2008; F. L. Schmidt & Zimmerman,
2004).

As different methods have been advocated to increase the degree
of structure in selection interviews (cf. Campion, Palmer, & Campion,
1997; Chapman & Zweig, 2005), the term “structure” has different facets
(Macan, 2009). Furthermore, it has been noted that few primary studies
have assessed the effectiveness of several proposed methods of increasing
interview structure. Specifically, there is a lack of research that demon-
strates the unique effects of some of the methods of structure or com-
pares the effectiveness of different methods of structure (Campion et al.,
1997). Similarly, more research has been called for that assesses whether
or not combining different methods of structure yields additive effects,
meaning whether more structure really is better (Dipboye & Gaugler,
1993).

The aim of this study is to provide the first comparison
of two methods used to improve interview structure: conducting
frame-of-reference (FOR) rater training for interviewers and providing
descriptively anchored rating scales for each question. In contrast to de-
scriptively anchored rating scales, evidence for the efficacy of FOR train-
ing for interviewers is still missing even though its positive effects have
been established for other domains (e.g., for assessment centers [ACs]).
Thus, as part of the present comparison, we conduct the first comprehen-
sive evaluation of FOR rater training for interviewers. Furthermore, we
develop theoretical arguments that suggest FOR training should be more
effective than providing descriptively anchored rating scales even though
both methods provide interviewers with a common evaluative standard
and thus are conceptually related. Finally, we argue that both methods
have disadvantages that might be prevented by combining them, leading
us to predict additional improvements in rating quality beyond the effects
of the individual methods—a prediction that is in line with the claim that,
in interviews, more structure is better. We begin by reviewing relevant
empirical and theoretical work and by developing the specific hypotheses
tested in this research.
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Methods to Improve Interview Structure

The different methods that have been suggested to increase interview
structure can be organized according to three dimensions of interview
structure recently put forth by Chapman and Zweig (2005). These three
dimensions—question consistency, question sophistication, and evalua-
tion standardization—are the result of factor-analytic work that assessed
the covariation of different aspects of structure in actual campus inter-
views and that extended a previous attempt by Campion et al. (1997) to
categorize different aspects of structure.

Question consistency captures aspects such as asking the same ques-
tions across all candidates, interviewer standardization (i.e., having the
same interviewer or interviewer panel conduct all interviews), and basing
the interview on a job analysis, so that all questions are linked to ac-
tual job requirements. Question sophistication includes the use of better
interview questions like past-behavior and situational questions, and the
limitation of probing and prompting by the interviewer. Finally, evalua-
tion standardization consists of such methods as providing descriptively
anchored rating scales so that interviewees’ answers can be scored against
benchmark answers, conducting rater training for interviewers, determin-
ing several independent scores, and combining these scores statistically
instead of subjectively, meaning according to a predetermined algorithm
like unit weighting, for example.

Campion et al. (1997) reviewed theoretical work and past interview
research concerning the different methods to improve interview structure
as well as research in other fields that is relevant to the interview domain.
Campion et al. convincingly argued that the different aspects of structure
have positive effects on the quality of the evaluations that interviewers
generate during an interview. These positive effects can be seen in im-
provements in different indicators of rating quality including interrater
reliability, rating accuracy (i.e., agreement between interviewers’ ratings
of an interviewee with externally determined comparison scores in studies
in which audio- or videotaped interviews are used), and criterion-related
validity. Usually, improvements of one indicator of rating quality are
paralleled by improvements of other indicators of rating quality so that
improvements of interrater reliability, for example, go hand in hand with
improvements of criterion-related validity. Meta-analyses by Conway,
Jako, and Goodman (1995) and by Huffcutt and Arthur (1994), for ex-
ample, used similar classification schemes to code the degree of structure
and found improvements in both interrater reliability and criterion-related
validity as interview structure increased.

Unfortunately, most of the available meta-analytic research, as
well as additional primary studies investigating structured interviews,
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confounded different aspects of structure. These confounds make it
difficult to assess the relative contributions of the different aspects and to
determine whether each of them contributes to the beneficial effects. In
addition, even though previous research has confirmed the effectiveness of
providing descriptively anchored rating scales, missing primary research
on several other important aspects of structure like interviewer training
has been noted in the past but this gap has not been filled (cf. Macan,
2009).

Missing knowledge about the effectiveness of different aspects of
structure is especially unfortunate when two aspects have the same objec-
tive but when one alone might suffice to achieve this objective. This is,
for example, the case for providing descriptively anchored rating scales
on the one hand and for conducting FOR rater training for interviewers on
the other hand. Both methods try to reduce biases in the way that different
interviewers evaluate the same information. Given the different paths to
reach the same aim, one question is whether both are equally effective
in reaching this aim. Theoretical arguments outlined below suggest that
this might not be the case. Furthermore, it is unclear whether combining
both methods leads to further improvements in rating quality beyond the
effects of either method alone. As outlined below, there are conceptual
arguments suggesting that a combination of these methods should have
beneficial effects. However, given the considerable investment of effort,
time, and money involved in implementing these methods to increase
interview structure, it is important to gather empirical evidence that sup-
ports these claims. Therefore, in this study, we intend to provide answers
to these important issues, thereby responding to long-held but still unan-
swered claims for more research concerning the unique and the combined
effects of different methods to increase interview structure (Campion et al.,
1997; Dipboye & Gaugler, 1993).

Current Research

In the following sections, we describe relevant theoretical work and
review previous research that investigated the aspects of structure that
are the focus of the present research—providing descriptively anchored
rating scales and conducting rater training for interviewers. Given that
the beneficial effects of both methods on the quality of interviewers’
evaluations seem rather evident—at least as long as they are implemented
appropriately—we try to focus on only the major findings and arguments
related to each aspect of structure. However, we will go into more detail
when it comes to developing hypotheses concerning the relative and the
combined effectiveness of the two methods to improve structure.
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Descriptively Anchored Rating Scales

In many structured interviews, descriptively anchored rating scales are
used to provide interviewers with scaled examples or descriptions of good,
average, and poor answers for each question so that candidates’ answers
can be evaluated in comparison to preestablished benchmark answers
(cf. Campion et al., 1997). Rating anchors reduce rater idiosyncrasies by
providing a common evaluative standard to which interviewers can refer
each time they are evaluating a candidate’s answer. Thereby, descriptively
anchored rating scales also limit the memory demands for the interviewers
who can refer to the rating anchors as reminders for the different levels
of competence and expertise that are required to justify a certain rating.
Accordingly, providing such anchored rating scales has long been known
to have positive effects on interviewers’ interrater reliability (Maas, 1965;
Vance, Kuhnert, & Farr, 1978) and accuracy (Vance et al., 1978). Likewise,
evidence from one of the few meta-analytic examples where the unique
effect of providing anchors was evaluated independent of other aspects of
the interviews shows that the use of such anchors increases interviewer
reliability and is a crucial factor to ensure good criterion-related validity
of selection interviews (Taylor & Small, 2002).

Another impressive and convincing demonstration of the positive ef-
fects of providing descriptively anchored rating scales stems from Maurer
(2002). He found that ratings made by a sample of naive raters (under-
graduate students) were as reliable and accurate as ratings made by a
sample of job-content experts when both samples were provided with the
same descriptively anchored ratings scales for the situational interview
employed. Furthermore, the student sample provided even more accurate
and reliable ratings than another sample of job-content experts who were
not provided with such anchors.

Thus, in line with past research, Hypothesis 1 predicts positive effects
of using descriptively anchored ratings scales. Specifically, when rat-
ings for interviewees’ videotaped answers can be compared with ratings
for the same answers from an expert sample, providing anchors should
lead to better agreement (i.e., higher accuracy) between participants’ rat-
ings and the experts’ comparison scores. Thus, we make the following
prediction:

Hypothesis 1a: Providing descriptively anchored ratings scales to eval-
uate interviewees’ answers will lead to more accurate
ratings in comparison to when no rating anchors are
provided.

As noted above, we also expect that descriptively anchored rating
scales reduce rater idiosyncrasies by providing a common evaluative
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standard for all raters. This should lead to better interrater reliability
because different raters should evaluate identical information in a more
comparable manner. Furthermore, past research has shown that the effects
of descriptively anchored rating scales on interviewer accuracy were par-
alleled by comparable effects on interrater reliability (e.g., Maurer, 2002;
Vance et al., 1978). Therefore, we also predict:

Hypothesis 1b: Providing descriptively anchored ratings scales to eval-
uate interviewees’ answers will lead to better interrater
reliability in comparison to when no rating anchors are
provided.

Rater Training

Like providing descriptively anchored rating scales, rater training for
interviewers aims at enhancing the evaluation process, and several training
approaches have been suggested to reach this aim. However, in contrast to
the clear evidence concerning the use of improved rating scales, a lack of
more systematic research on the effectiveness of interviewer training has
long been lamented (Campion et al., 1997; Palmer, Campion, & Green,
1999), and the limited available evidence has produced mixed findings
regarding the effects of rater training for interviewers. On the one hand,
meta-analytic findings suggest that interviewer training is advantageous
and that it contributes to interviewer reliability (Conway et al., 1995) and
criterion-related validity (Huffcutt & Woehr, 1999) in real-world selection
settings. On the other hand, the promising meta-analytic findings contrast
with findings from the few published primary studies on rater training in
the interview domain. These primary studies, which were not included
in the meta-analyses because they were not conducted in actual selection
settings, failed to find evidence for the expected positive effects of rater
training on interrater reliability or rating accuracy (Maurer & Fay, 1988;
Vance et al., 1978).

There are at least two possible explanations for the diverging results
from the meta-analyses versus the primary studies. First, as has been
noted in the meta-analyses (cf. Huffcutt & Woehr, 1999), knowledge
about the specific content of the interviewer training is often missing
so that studies covered by the meta-analyses might have used differ-
ent training approaches than the primary studies that aimed at evalu-
ating the effects of rater training. Furthermore, because of this miss-
ing knowledge, it is also possible that the provision of rater training
is confounded with other aspects of structure like asking better inter-
view questions, which is, for example, a topic that is included in many
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of the training programs covered in the survey by Chapman and Zweig
(2005). Thus, the beneficial meta-analytic effects of providing interviewer
training might not (or not only) result from improvements of response
standardization.

Second, the failure to find beneficial effects of rater training in the pri-
mary studies may well be due to the use of suboptimal training approaches.
Specifically, both Maurer and Fay (1988) and Vance et al. (1978) used
an approach known as rater error training. Meta-analytic research in the
performance appraisal domain has demonstrated that this approach is of
limited effectiveness for improving rating accuracy (Woehr & Huffcutt,
1994). Furthermore, some performance appraisal studies even found detri-
mental effects of this training approach such that trained raters gave less
accurate ratings than untrained raters (e.g., Bernardin & Pence, 1980).
One aspect of rater error training is that it often places strong weight
on teaching raters that their ratings should be normally distributed and
that ratings of different dimensions should be independent of each other.
Seemingly, this aspect might result in imposing an inappropriate response
set on raters who then focus too strongly on these distributional char-
acteristics at the cost of taking ratees’ actual performance into account
(Bernardin & Pence, 1980).

As an alternative to rater error training, more promising approaches to
rater training have been developed in the performance appraisal domain,
and these alternative approaches might also be effective for interview-
ers. Specifically, FOR training seems much more promising as a method
to ensure that interviewees’ answers are evaluated accurately. Similar to
the provision of descriptively anchored rating scales, the main aim of
FOR training is to reduce rater idiosyncrasies by enhancing a common
understanding of what is required by a given question and by introduc-
ing a shared performance theory in general. In contrast to the provision
of descriptively anchored rating scales, this is achieved by defining the
performance dimensions, defining and describing behavioral examples of
different performance levels for each dimension, practicing actual evalu-
ations, and providing feedback to raters concerning the appropriateness
of their evaluations prior to the interviews (Bernardin, Buckley, Tyler, &
Wiese, 2000).

With regard to the effectiveness of FOR training, we are not aware
of any published research investigating its effects in the interview do-
main. However, previous meta-analytic research in the performance ap-
praisal domain found that FOR training is the most useful training
approach to enhance rating accuracy (Woehr & Huffcutt, 1994), and pri-
mary studies that explicitly compared FOR training to rater error training
found that FOR training was always more effective at improving rating



60 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

accuracy than was rater error training (e.g., Bernardin & Pence, 1980;
Pulakos, 1984). Furthermore, in the AC domain, FOR training has been
found to improve assessor reliability as well as construct- and criterion-
related validity of ACs (Lievens, 2001; Schleicher, Day, Mayes, & Riggio,
2002).

In comparison to the performance appraisal or the AC domain, it seems
reasonable to expect even stronger effects of FOR training in an interview
context because of several important differences that exist between the
former domains and the latter. First, raters in the other domains have to
deal with actual behavioral observations that require them to correctly
interpret potentially ambiguous patterns of behaviors and to relate these
patterns of behavior to the targeted rating dimensions. In contrast, when
interviewers judge the quality of an answer, they only have to deal with
descriptions of behavior that require fewer inferences on their side so that
their task is less complex. Second, interview questions often target only
a single dimension (e.g., Huffcutt, Weekley, Wiesner, DeGroot, & Jones,
2001; Latham, Saari, Pursell, & Campion, 1980; Van Iddekinge, Raymark,
Roth, & Payne, 2006) so that raters do not have to distinguish between
different dimensions that a ratee’s behavior might reflect, a problem that
makes the raters’ task more difficult in the other domains. Finally, the
observation period in an interview is much shorter and, therefore, the
informational basis more constrained and manageable than in ACs or
performance appraisals. As such, compared to the cognitive demands
placed on individuals evaluating work performance or performance in
ACs, the demands placed on interviewers are limited so that it might be
easier to overcome potential problems of the rating task by rater training.
Taken together, this suggests that, once an interviewer has adopted the
appropriate evaluative standard, it is less likely that his or her task will be
impeded by the cognitive demands of the rating task.

Nevertheless, previous research on FOR training is limited in that
researchers often found stronger effects on some aspects of rating accu-
racy than on others. Specifically, when ratees are evaluated on different
performance dimensions, four different aspects of rating accuracy can
be distinguished: Elevation (E), differential elevation (DE), stereotype
accuracy (SA), and differential accuracy (DA). These four measures re-
flect different kinds of discrepancies between participants’ ratings and the
average ratings of an expert sample (for more information see Murphy
& Cleveland, 1995, or Sulsky & Balzer, 1988). E refers to the accu-
racy of the average rating across all ratees and dimensions. DE refers to
accuracy in distinguishing among ratees, averaging across dimensions.
SA refers to accuracy with regard to evaluating the different dimen-
sions, averaging across ratees. Finally, DA refers to accuracy in detecting
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differences in ratees’ specific patterns of strengths and weaknesses across
dimensions.

FOR training often produced the strongest effects on aspects of rat-
ing accuracy that are related to differentiation between performance
dimensions (i.e., on SA and DA) but led to only small or sometimes
even no effects on aspects of rating accuracy that are related to the general
rating level across ratees and dimensions (i.e., on E; e.g., Day & Sulsky,
1995; Noonan & Sulsky, 2001; Woehr, 1994). This limitation is not so
critical for developmental purposes, for example, where information on
the strengths and weaknesses of the different ratees is needed to derive
appropriate developmental recommendations. However, for selection in-
terviews, where candidates’ overall evaluations are relevant to the decision
of who should receive a job offer, it is also important that different in-
terviewers hold comparable evaluative standards. This means that E and
DE are especially relevant in the present context so that it is important
to determine whether FOR training also improves these aspects of rating
accuracy.

Given that FOR training aims at establishing a common evaluative
standard, training should not only reduce idiosyncrasies concerning eval-
uations of ratees’ specific strengths and weaknesses but also concerning
their overall performance. Similarly, training should not only reduce dif-
ferences between raters but also within raters so that they should also
use a more comparable standard across all ratees after the training. Thus,
FOR training for interviewers should positively affect all aspects of rating
accuracy. Furthermore, given the differences between the various rating
domains discussed above suggesting that the rating task in an interview is
less demanding than in other rating domains, the chances of finding these
effects should be better than in the other domains.

Taken together, we therefore predict that FOR training will lead to
improvements of rating accuracy and interrater reliability in interviews:

Hypothesis 2a: FOR training will lead to more accurate ratings com-
pared to when no such training is provided.

Hypothesis 2b: FOR training will lead to better interrater reliability
compared to when no such training is provided.

Comparisons of Rater Training and Descriptively Anchored Rating Scales

There are a few arguments that suggest that, compared with conduct-
ing FOR rater training, the provision of descriptively anchored rating
scales might yield more beneficial effects on the quality of interviewers’
ratings. First, as noted above, interviewers can refer to descriptively an-
chored rating scales each time they have to evaluate an answer during
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the interview. Thus, the demands on interviewers’ memory are reduced in
contrast to rater training where impairments of rating quality can occur
once an interviewer forgets about relevant aspects of the performance the-
ory. And second, meta-analytic evidence by Huffcutt and Woehr (1999)
revealed that the level of structure, which captured providing descriptively
anchored rating scales, was more closely related to criterion-related va-
lidity than the provision of interviewer training. However, Huffcutt and
Woehr’s coding for the level of structure in this meta-analysis encom-
passed providing rating anchors as well as the use of a predetermined
set of questions for a given primary study. Thus, it was not possible to
evaluate separately the effects of providing anchors. Furthermore, as far
as we are aware, no primary research has compared the effects of the two
methods of structure.

Despite the above-mentioned arguments suggesting that descriptively
anchored rating scales might be more effective than the provision of
rater training, there are at least three reasons that lead us to predict that
rater training may be the superior of the two methods. First, evidence
from the performance appraisal domain suggests that practicing actual
evaluations and receiving feedback about the appropriateness of one’s
evaluations is an important component of FOR training that is miss-
ing when interviewers are only provided with descriptively anchored
rating scales. Research by Sulsky and Kline (2007) and by Athey and
Mclntyre (1987), for example, found that feedback concerning the ac-
curacy of the trial evaluations contributes to the positive effects of FOR
training.

Second, it was found that FOR training leads to greater agreement
with the performance theory taught during training (Schleicher & Day,
1998) and that agreement with this performance theory is related to more
accurate ratings (Schleicher & Day, 1998; Uggerslev & Sulsky, 2008).
Discussions elicited during FOR training in exercises that ask participants,
for example, to assign behavioral examples for the different performance
dimensions to different levels of performance probably foster the adoption
of the performance theory. Similarly, the discussions during the provision
of feedback for the trial evaluations probably have a similar effect because
in both cases they help to clarify difficulties of the performance theory and
potentially to overcome resistance on the side of the training participants.
Again, these beneficial effects are absent when only descriptively anchored
rating scales are provided.

And third, at a theoretical level, it has been argued that rating practice
and feedback contribute to an elaborative rehearsal of the training infor-
mation. According to levels-of-processing theory (Craik, 2002; Craik &
Lockhart, 1972), deeper levels of processing that involve more elabora-
tive cognitive analyses will result in a richer and more detailed memory
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trace and better retention of the information learned. The exercises and
the discussion and feedback provided during FOR training are likely to
contribute to more elaborative processing. Again, however, these aspects
are missing when only descriptively anchored rating scales are provided.

Given that practice and feedback are important for the effectiveness
of FOR training, some additional discussion seems warranted in light of
research from other domains that revealed that too frequent or too specific
feedback can be disadvantageous for transfer of learned knowledge or
skills. In the domains of motor learning or cognitive learning, for exam-
ple, R. A. Schmidt and Bjork and their respective colleagues found that too
frequent feedback can impair long-term retention or transfer even though
this feedback has beneficial effects on performance during the training
phase (cf. the research reviewed by R. A. Schmidt & Bjork, 1992). Simi-
larly, research by Goodman and Wood (2004, 2009) and Goodman, Wood,
and Hendrickx (2004) in organizational behavior also revealed that highly
specific feedback can have positive effects on training performance but no
or even negative effects on performance in a transfer test.

Several explanations have been put forth for these disadvantageous
effects of feedback, such as the learner becoming too dependent on this
informational support, feedback attracting too much attention and thereby
interfering with the learner’s own cognitive processing, or feedback neg-
atively affecting exploration during learning. However, it seems unlikely
that feedback during FOR training has these disadvantageous effects be-
cause several aspects of FOR training try to prevent such negative effects:
First, the design and selection of the training materials usually ensure that
trainees experience examples from the entire range of performance; sec-
ond, feedback is usually provided in a manner that tries to prevent cognitive
overload on the side of the trainees; and third, feedback is usually given
to the entire group of trainees so that individual trainees do learn not only
from their own trial evaluations but also from the trial evaluations made
by their fellow trainees. Furthermore, in addition to providing information
on the correctness of these trial evaluations, feedback during FOR training
also has the function to open up discussions between trainees about differ-
ent raters’ reasons for assigning their respective ratings. Besides fostering
more elaborative processing, these discussions are a necessary means to
ensure that different raters hold comparable evaluative standards at the
end of the training. Finally, this discussion also provides opportunities to
provide additional instruction and to clarify potential misunderstandings
or uncertainties.

Taken together, because of the beneficial aspects of FOR training
outlined above that are missing in the case of providing descriptively
anchored rating scales, we expect that FOR training is more effective at
reducing rater idiosyncrasies. This, in turn, should lead to more accurate
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ratings. Furthermore, better adoption of a common evaluative standard
across raters should also lead to higher interrater reliability when FOR
training is conducted than when descriptively anchored rating scales are
provided. Therefore, we make the following predictions:

Hypothesis 3a: FOR rater training will lead to more accurate ratings
than the provision of descriptively anchored rating
scales.

Hypothesis 3b: FOR rater training will lead to better interrater reliabil-
ity than the provision of descriptively anchored rating
scales.

Combined Effects of Rater Training and Descriptively Anchored
Rating Scales

Even though there is general agreement that structure is good for
interview reliability and validity, an important question is whether more
structure is better. In fact, some researchers have expressed skepticism
regarding the effectiveness of combining different aspects of structure
(Campion et al., 1997). Furthermore, in the present context, a combination
of providing descriptively anchored rating scales and FOR training might
yield no additional gains in rating accuracy and interrater reliability when
a common evaluative standard is already established for raters.

However, meta-analytic evidence suggests that interviewer training
can explain incremental validity beyond the effects of other aspects of
structure including the provision of descriptively anchored rating scales
(Huffcutt & Woehr, 1999). In line with this, Huffcutt and Woehr rec-
ommended that training should be provided to interviewers regardless of
whether or not the interview itself (i.e., the questions and rating scales)
is structured. Yet, as noted above, it should be recalled that the provision
of training in this meta-analysis was potentially confounded with aspects
such as asking better interview questions. However, research in the per-
formance appraisal and the AC domains also found that FOR training
improved rating accuracy even when descriptively anchored rating scales
were used (e.g., Schleicher et al., 2002; Sulsky & Day, 1994).

A potential reason for the promising empirical findings is that em-
ploying both methods to increase structure combines their respective ad-
vantages and prevents their respective disadvantages. On the one hand,
as explained in the previous section, FOR training provides opportunities
for practice, feedback, and discussion, which together contribute to better
adoption of the relevant performance theory and to deeper processing of
relevant information. On the other hand, providing descriptively anchored
rating scales might reduce the need for recall of all relevant aspects of
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the performance theory because the anchors provide memory cues that
are always present when raters make their evaluations. Previous findings
that memory for training content correlated with rating accuracy (Noo-
nan & Sulsky, 2001; Roch & O’Sullivan, 2003; Sulsky & Kline, 2007)
suggest that descriptively anchored rating scales might help to reduce im-
pairments of rating quality that might occur when raters forget important
information. And even though we argued that FOR training is more effec-
tive in the interview domain than in other domains, it might not suffice to
completely reduce rater idiosyncrasies so that the additional provision of
rating anchors might help to overcome the disadvantages of rater training.
Accordingly, we make the following predictions:

Hypothesis 4a: Combining FOR rater training and providing descrip-
tively anchored rating scales will lead to more accurate
ratings than either method alone.

Hypothesis 4b: Combining FOR rater training and providing descrip-
tively anchored rating scales will lead to better inter-
rater reliability than either method alone.

Summary of Goals of the Present Study

This study presents a comparison of the effects of two important meth-
ods to increase structure in selection interviews—conducting FOR rater
training and providing descriptively anchored rating scales—on rating
accuracy and interrater reliability. By doing so, we also present a com-
prehensive evaluation of FOR training in the interview domain. Finally,
this study evaluates the hypotheses that a combination of both methods
increases rating accuracy and interrater reliability beyond the effects of
either method alone because using both methods should combine their re-
spective advantages and prevent their respective disadvantages. Thereby,
our research also provides guidance concerning the question of whether it
is worth going the extra mile and combining these two methods in actual
selection settings, as they both require considerable investments of time
and money.

Method
Participants

We used a 2 x 2 between-subjects design in which we assessed
two factors: rater training (FOR training vs. control training) and rat-
ing anchors (descriptively anchored scales vs. no descriptively anchored
scales). Altogether, 199 participants took part in this study. Of these
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participants, 49 were men and 150 were women, and their age varied
between 18 and 47 years, with a median of 23. The vast majority of the
participants were psychology undergraduates who were either recruited
from several big lectures from different areas of psychology or registered
in the department’s database of study participants. Most were paid for their
participation but some also participated to meet a course requirement.

Development of Stimulus Materials

For the study we used standardized stimulus materials. The develop-
ment of these materials proceeded in several steps. First, seven situational
interview questions were taken from a longer interview developed for a
study by Klehe, Konig, Richter, Kleinmann, and Melchers (2008, Study 2)
and were suitable for university graduates who are applying for a man-
agement trainee position. The procedure used to develop the original
interview is described in detail by Klehe et al. and in brief consisted of
the following steps: identification of potentially job-relevant dimensions
on the basis of critical incidents, determining which of the dimensions are
suitable to be assessed in a structured interview, selection of a subset of
dimensions that should be most independent from each other, and collect-
ing and selecting potential questions for the different dimensions. Most
of these questions were taken from structured interviews developed and
validated for the banking (e.g., Schuler & Moser, 1995) and engineering
sectors (Deller & Kleinmann, 1993). Klehe et al. then pretested whether
the questions indeed reflected the targeted dimensions and whether the
descriptive rating anchors provided for each question reflected poor, av-
erage, or good answers. The final set of questions chosen for this study
was intended to tap into systematic planning (defined as correctly prior-
itizing tasks, structuring of tasks and projects, planning ahead of time,
allocating tasks, and setting goals), cooperation (defined as considering
others’ needs and assisting with problems that they may have as well as
being prepared to compromise with others), and leadership (defined as
striving for and taking on responsibility for tasks and groups, coordina-
tion of teams, and arguing one’s point of view within a group). Two of the
questions targeted systematic planning, two targeted leadership, and three
targeted cooperation. A sample question together with its corresponding
descriptively anchored rating scale is provided in the Appendix.

We developed seven different scripts with answers to the entire set
of interview questions and then filmed these interviews. Each script con-
sisted of one answer to each of the seven interview questions. As the
basis for these scripts, we used notes that interviewers had taken during
actual interviews in studies in which the interview questions were used
(Klehe et al., 2008; Melchers et al., 2009). For each script, we included
answers that reflected different levels of performance according to the
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interviewers’ ratings as well as our own judgment of the content of the
answers. Furthermore, across the different scripts we also ensured that
the answers to a given question varied in content and performance level.
Finally, we used a different interviewee for each of the videos. The length
of each videotaped interview was approximately 7 minutes.

Next, we followed procedures described by Sulsky and Balzer (1988)
to determine comparison scores for the interviewees’ answers. Seven
experts judged each of the interviewees’ answers. Three of the experts held
PhDs in the field of work and organizational psychology, and the other
four were master’s level work and organizational psychology students.
All were familiar with the interview questions, had undergone interviewer
training in the past, and had practical experience in conducting interviews
in which the current seven situational questions were used. The experts
were given the written interview questions as well as the descriptively
anchored rating scales that were used in the study by Klehe et al. (2008).
They watched the videotapes on their own and could stop and rewind
as often as they wished. After each video, the experts also rated the
perceived realism of the interview on a seven-point scale ranging from
1 = completely unrealistic to 7 = very realistic.

To determine the final comparison scores for each videotaped inter-
view, we averaged the experts’ ratings for each answer. Before doing
so, we determined the experts’ interrater agreement for each question in
each of the videotaped interviews by calculating two common indices
of agreement (LeBreton & Senter, 2008), ry,, (James, Demaree, & Wolf,
1984) and the AD index (Burke, Finkelstein, & Dusig, 1999). r,, assesses
agreement by comparing the variance obtained from multiple raters to the
variance one might obtain if the ratings were due to random responding.
In the present case, random responding was assumed to be reflected by a
uniform response distribution. Values for r,, can vary between 0 and 1
with larger values indicating better agreement. In contrast, values for AD
estimate agreement in the metric of the original scale by determining the
absolute deviation of each rating from the mean of the group rating (i.e.,
the mean expert rating) and then averaging the deviations. Accordingly,
smaller values of AD indicate better agreement.

For this study, we selected one video to be used for the training ses-
sions (Video T) and three target videos for which participants later had
to rate the interviewees’ answers after their training (Videos 1 to 3). We
selected these four videos on the basis of the experts’ interrater agreement
and the average realism ratings for each video. The mean interrater agree-
ment values across the different questions and the realism ratings for the
selected videos are shown in Table 1. This table also contains the mean
expert scores for the four videos. All mean interrater agreement values are
better than the critical values for statistical significance as well as the
cut-off scores for practically useful levels of interrater agreement
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TABLE 1
Interrater Agreement, Realism Ratings and Expert Scores for Interview Videos

Video T Video 1 Video 2 Video 3
Tye 0.72 0.93 0.81 0.82
AD 0.50 0.23 0.33 0.37
Realism 6.00 5.86 5.57 5.57
Question 1 4.71 4.86 3.86 2.71
Question 2 3.00 5.00 3.86 1.14
Question 3 3.57 1.29 1.00 3.00
Question 4 1.71 1.57 3.86 1.00
Question 5 5.00 5.00 3.86 1.57
Question 6 1.42 3.14 5.00 1.00
Question 7 2.86 4.14 1.14 3.14

Note. r,, is James et al.’s (1984) within-group interrater agreement index, AD is Burke
et al.’s (1999) average deviation index (in both cases, the values reflect the mean agreement
across all seven questions). Realism ratings and expert scores are based on averaged data
from all n = 7 expert raters. Video T was later used for the training and Videos 1 to 3 were
later used for the test.

provided by Dunlap, Burke, and Smith-Crowe (2003; also see Burke
& Dunlap, 2002): For five-point measurement scales and seven raters as
in this case, values for ry, that are larger than .67 and .70, respectively;
are statistically significant; and practically useful. Similarly, values for the
AD index that are smaller then .61 and .83, respectively, are statistically
significant and practically useful. Thus, the levels of interrater agreement
obtained justify the use of the mean expert ratings as comparison scores.
Finally, the average realism ratings for the videos ranged from 5.57 to
6.00 on the seven-point scale, indicating that the filmed interviews were
regarded as realistic.

Procedure

Groups of participants were randomly assigned to one of the four ex-
perimental conditions. Between 4 and 12 participants took part in each
training session (see below), each of which was conducted by two train-
ers together. Each training session lasted for about 70 minutes. After the
training session had finished, participants had to fill in a questionnaire
unrelated to the present study. This questionnaire was intended as a brief
distractor task before the final test stage, and participants needed approx-
imately 10 minutes to complete it.

Interview Rating Forms and Descriptively Anchored Rating Scales

For each interview question, a five-point rating scale ranging from 1 =
poor to 3 = average to 5 = good was used to evaluate the interviewees’
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answers. The rating scales were printed below each interview question and
were labeled by the dimension that the respective question was intended
to assess. Space was provided between each interview question and the
respective rating scale so that participants could take notes.

Half of the participants were provided with descriptively anchored
rating scales. These benchmark anchors described what actions an inter-
viewee might describe for a poor, an average, and a good answer. The
descriptively anchored rating scales, which were taken from the study by
Klehe et al. (2008), were the same as those provided to the expert sample
described above. The remaining participants were only provided with a
graphic rating scale containing the labels poor, average, and good at the
scale values 1, 3, and 5, respectively. The graphic rating scales did not
contain descriptive anchors.

Rater Training

Half of the participants who were later provided with descriptive rating
anchors for the rating task took part in the FOR training and the other half
took part in the control training. Similarly, half of the participants who
were later only provided with the graphic rating scales took part in the
FOR training and the other half took part in the control training, so that
both factors were administered in a fully crossed design.

Frame-of-reference training. The aim of the FOR training was to
impose a common evaluative standard on participants. In a brief lecture,
participants were first introduced to the difference between structured
versus unstructured interviews and received information about the target
position for which the interview was developed. They were then intro-
duced to the different target dimensions. They were given a sheet of paper
on which the dimensions were defined and explained by behavioral exam-
ples. The trainers read through the definitions and behavioral examples,
explained them, and answered participants’ questions.

After having read through the dimension definitions, participants were
presented with an exercise in which they received the interview questions
one by one accompanied by three written statements that corresponded
to poor, average, and good answers, respectively. These statements were
paraphrases of the descriptive anchors for the separate questions. Partici-
pants had to assign each statement to the correct performance level. After
each question, the trainers discussed the participants’ suggestions with the
group, provided feedback concerning the accuracy of these assignments,
and explained why the written answers corresponded to the respective
performance level.

After participants had completed the exercise, they were handed the
interview forms on which all interview questions and the ratings scales
were printed. As noted above, for half of the FOR training groups, these
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rating scales contained descriptive anchors, and for the other half they did
not. Finally, participants were shown Video T and had to score the answers
to all seven questions. Afterwards, the trainers elicited a discussion of
how the participants had decided upon an assigned rating, gave them
feedback with regard to how the videotaped interviewee was evaluated by
the experts, and clarified any discrepancies between the participants’ and
the experts’ ratings.

Control training. We employed a pseudotraining condition instead of
ano-training control condition. In line with previous rater training studies,
this pseudotraining condition familiarized participants with the stimulus
materials and provided participants with information that was related to
their rating task but did not contain the critical elements of FOR training
(e.g., Roch & O’Sullivan, 2003; Schleicher et al., 2002; Sulsky & Day,
1994). The rationale for this was to ensure that participants in the control
training conditions were equally familiar with the training context, the
stimulus materials, and other structural aspects of the training situation
(cf. Stamoulis & Hauenstein, 1993). Thereby this condition prevents con-
trol participants from providing less accurate ratings just because of their
lower familiarity with the task and therefore provides a more conservative
test of the potential effects of rater training. Thus, the control training was
of comparable length and was kept as similar as possible to the FOR train-
ing, with the following exceptions: The lecture also included information
about different selection techniques and about possible ways to improve
selection interviews by combining different types of questions and other
interview components in what is known as a multimodal interview (cf.
Schuler & Funke, 1989). As part of the information about different types of
interview questions, participants were introduced to situational questions
and were informed that the later interviews they had to evaluate would
consist of such questions. Furthermore, the lecture included information
about the critical incident technique as a way to gather job information
and to develop interview questions. Finally, this part of the training con-
tained an exercise in which participants had to formulate a situational
interview question on the basis of a critical incident provided by the
trainers.

Next, participants were asked to read the written interview questions
and encouraged to ask for clarification if they did not understand any of the
interview questions. In contrast to the FOR training, participants did not
receive definitions or behavioral examples of the dimensions. Similarly,
they were not provided with the exercise in which they had to assign the
written answers to the appropriate rating categories.

Finally, participants were handed the interview forms on which all
interview questions and the ratings scales were printed. Again, for half
of the control training groups, these rating scales contained descriptive
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anchors, and for the other half they did not. Then participants were shown
the same videotaped interview as in the FOR training and had to score
each answer. In contrast to the FOR training, however, the trainers nei-
ther discussed how participants had decided upon an assigned rating
nor did they provide feedback about the accuracy of the participants’
ratings.

Test Stage

In the test stage, participants were shown Videos 1 to 3 and had to
evaluate each interviewee on each answer. Across participants, we coun-
terbalanced the order in which the videos were shown. Finally, the partic-
ipants answered a brief questionnaire containing demographic questions
as well as some items that were used as control variables.

Variables

Control variables. The final questionnaire included several items
used to assess the participants’ motivation to provide accurate ratings
and the difficulty of evaluating the interviewees’ answers. These items
were answered on Likert scales ranging from 1 to 5 with higher numbers
indicating stronger agreement. We included accuracy motivation to enable
an assessment of whether participants who took part in the control training
were less motivated to provide accurate evaluations, for example, because
they might have noticed that the training did not provide them with the
necessary evaluative standards they needed to evaluate the candidates’
answers. This was important because previous research has found that
rater motivation can influence the accuracy of their ratings (e.g., Salvemini,
Reilly, & Smither, 1993). Accuracy motivation was measured with two
items specifically developed for this study: “I was motivated to evaluate
the candidates as appropriately and accurately as possible” and “It was
important to me to evaluate the candidates in a fair manner.”

To assess whether training as well as the provision of descriptively
anchored rating scales actually facilitated the rating task in the eyes of the
participants, we included two items to assess the difficulty of evaluating
the interviewees’ answers. These items (“I found it difficult to evaluate
the candidates as appropriately and as accurately as possible” and “It was
easy to evaluate the quality of the different answers”) were also developed
specifically for this study.

Rating accuracy. As dependent variables, we employed the four
indicators of rating accuracy already mentioned in the Introduc-
tion: E, DE, SA, and DA. E refers to the accuracy of the average
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rating across all n = 3 interviewees and all k = 7 questions.! DE refers to
accuracy in distinguishing among interviewees, averaging across ques-
tions. SA refers to accuracy with regard to evaluating the different in-
terview questions, averaging across interviewees. Finally, DA refers to
accuracy in detecting differences in interviewees’ specific patterns of
strengths and weaknesses across questions.

These accuracy scores may be expressed by the following equations:

E*=(x..—1.) (1)
DE* =1/ [(%;. —X.) — (. — 1] 2)
SA? =1/ [ —%.)— ([, —1.)T 3)
J

DA* =1/kn > [(x; —X;. — X.; +X..)
i

—(ty —ti.—t.; + L)1 “)

where x; and t; = rating and comparison score for interviewee i on
question j; X;. and 7;. = mean rating and mean comparison score for in-
terviewee i across all questions; X.; and 1. j = mean rating and mean
comparison score for question j across all interviewees; and x.. and
.. = mean rating and mean comparison score across all interviewees and
questions. As all accuracy measures are calculated as squared deviations
between the participants’ evaluations and the comparison scores from
the expert raters (Sulsky & Balzer, 1988), smaller values indicate better
accuracy.

As noted above, for selection interviews where candidates’ overall
evaluations are relevant to decide who should receive a job offer, it is
important that interviewers use a comparable evaluative standard across
different candidates and that different interviewers also hold comparable

'In performance appraisal research the different accuracy measures are usually calculated
on the basis of ratings of different candidates on several different dimensions. In our study,
we had multiple questions for each targeted interview dimension so that we used the single
questions as the basis to determine rating accuracy. However, additional analyses, for which
we first averaged ratings for all questions that targeted the same dimension and then used
these dimension scores, always led to comparable results and conclusions with regard to
our hypotheses and research questions.
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TABLE 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations for Study Variables for the
Whole Sample (N = 199)

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Motivation 4.78 (0.40)

2. Difficulty 2.49 (0.83) .04

3.E 0.08 (0.12) -.03 .09

4. DE 0.09 (0.12) -.16* 16" 24+

5.SA 0.27 (0.17) -.03 .30% 40+ 30"

6. DA 0.45 (0.31) -.10 20+ .30% 55+ 45+

Note. Smaller values for accuracy variables indicate better accuracy.
*p < .05, *p < .0l.

evaluative standards. Thus, in the present context, E and DE are especially
relevant.

Interrater reliability. Finally, for each interview, we calculated an
intraclass correlation (ICC 2.1; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979) as an indicator
of the reliability of the participants’ ratings and then averaged the three
intraclass correlations across interviews. This intraclass correlation takes
into account the consistency between raters, meaning whether different
raters produce the same rank-order of the rated answers, as well as the
consensus between raters, meaning whether different raters agree with
regard to the absolute ratings of the rated answers (LeBreton & Senter,
2008; McGraw & Wong, 1996).

Analytical Strategy

All hypotheses concerning rating accuracy were evaluated by using A
one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) followed by planned contrasts
that addressed the specific comparisons of interest. Given the number of
comparisons, we considered Bonferroni-adjusted levels of significance to
prevent an inflation of Type 1 errors. Thus, p = .0083 was used as the level
of significance for all contrasts. Furthermore, all hypotheses concerning
interrater reliability were evaluated by comparing the respective interrater
reliabilities.

Results

Means, standard deviations, and correlations between all study vari-
ables for the whole sample can be found in Table 2. Furthermore, Table 3
shows means and standard deviations separately for the different experi-
mental groups and also contains interrater reliabilities.
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TABLE 3
Means and Standard Deviations for the Different Experimental Groups

Control training FOR training
No anchors Anchors No anchors Anchors
n=>51 n=>50 n=>52 n=46
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Motivation 4.78 (0.38), 4.74 (0.39), 4.77 (0.40), 4.82 (0.45),
Difficulty 2.98 (0.93), 2.18 (0.75), 2.55(0.77). 2.23 (0.59),
E 0.17 (0.18), 0.06 (0.07), 0.06 (0.08),.. 0.03 (0.04),
DE 0.17 (0.18), 0.08 (0.10), 0.05 (0.06), 0.05 (0.05),
SA 0.45 (0.20), 0.20 (0.10)y¢ 0.23 (0.13), 0.17 (0.08).
DA 0.75 (0.34), 0.37 (0.27), 0.41 (0.20), 0.26 (0.13),
Interrater reliability .40, 71, 72, 78,

Note. Smaller values for accuracy variables indicate better accuracy. Means of the control
variables and the accuracy measures in the same row that do not share a common subscript
differ according to planned contrasts using Bonferroni-adjusted levels of significance.

Preliminary Analyses

The means for participants’ motivation in all four conditions were
close to the maximum score of 5, meaning that all participants were well
motivated to provide accurate ratings (cf. Table 3). This was confirmed by
a one-factorial ANOVA comparing the four groups that did not reveal any
differences between them, F' < 1. Differences in the accuracy variables can
therefore not be attributed to any differences in participants’ motivation
to provide accurate ratings.

In contrast, the groups differed with regard to how difficult they found
the rating task so that the corresponding ANOVA found a significant
main effect between the four groups, F(3, 195) = 11.30, p < .01, n* =
.15. Subsequent planned contrasts revealed that the group that only par-
ticipated in the control training and that was not provided with rating
anchors found the task more difficult than the groups that were not pro-
vided with rating anchors (subscripts in Table 3 indicate significant dif-
ferences). Thus, the provision of rating anchors made the task easier for
participants.

Test of Hypotheses

As noted above, means, standard deviations, and interrater reliabilities
can be found in Table 3. It should be noted that larger values for the
accuracy scores indicate lower accuracy, as the accuracy scores are defined
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as deviations from the experts’ mean scores. Again, subscripts for the
means in a row indicate significant differences.

One-factorial ANOVAs revealed that the four experimental groups
differed significantly with regard to each of the accuracy scores:
F(3, 195) = 15.48, n*> = 19, for E; F(3, 195) = 12.40, n*> = 16, for
DE; F(3, 195) = 42.38, n> = .39, for SA; and F(3, 195) = 34.83, n* =
35, for DA, all ps < .01. Results for the specific hypotheses are presented
in detail in the following paragraphs.

Hypotheses 1a and 1b predicted that the provision of descriptively
anchored rating scales would lead to better rating accuracy and higher
interrater reliability. In line with these predictions, of the two groups that
had only taken part in the control training, the group that was provided
with descriptive anchors had lower accuracy scores (i.e., showed better
accuracy) than the comparison group for all four accuracy measures,
and all of the Bonferroni-adjusted contrasts turned out to be significant.
The effect sizes for the comparisons (expressed as Cohen’s ds) were
0.75, 0.63, 1.54, and 1.21 for E, DE, SA, and DA, respectively. Thus,
most of the differences reflect large effects (Cohen, 1992). Finally, the
results concerning interrater reliability paralleled those for the accuracy
scores meaning that the group that was provided with descriptive anchors
had markedly better reliability (.71) than the group without descriptive
rating anchors (.40). Again, this difference turned out to be significant,
z = 2.26, p < .05. Taken together, our results provide good support for
Hypotheses 1a and 1b.

Hypotheses 2a and 2b predicted that FOR rater training would lead
to better rating accuracy and higher interrater reliability. In line with
these hypotheses, of the groups that were not provided with descriptively
anchored ratings scales, the group that had taken part in FOR training had
better accuracy (i.e., lower scores) than the group that had taken part in the
control training; the contrasts for all four accuracy measures turned out
to be significant (cf. Table 3). The effect sizes for the comparisons were
0.76, 0.85, 1.30, and 1.21 for E, DE, SA, and DA, respectively. Thus, all
differences reflect large effects. Similarly, concerning interrater reliability,
the FOR group had a markedly higher value (.72) than the group without
FOR training and descriptive rating anchors (.40). Again, the difference
turned out to be significant, z = 2.38, p < .05. Thus, our results support
Hypotheses 2a and 2b.

Hypotheses 3a and 3b predicted that FOR training leads to more
accurate and reliable ratings than the provision of descriptive anchors.
However, our results did not reveal significant differences for any of the
accuracy scores between the group that was provided with FOR training
but not with descriptive anchors and the group with control training and
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descriptive anchors. Accordingly, the absolute values for the effect sizes
ranged only between .00 and .27. The results for the accuracy scores
paralleled the nearly identical reliabilities obtained (.72 and .71). Thus,
the present results do not support Hypotheses 3a and 3b.

The final set of comparisons concerned Hypotheses 4a and 4b, pre-
dicting that a combination of both aspects of structure leads to more
accurate and reliable ratings than either aspect alone. In line with these
predictions, examination of the means in Table 3 shows that the group that
could benefit from FOR training as well as from the provision of descrip-
tively anchored rating scales always had the lowest (i.e., the most accurate)
accuracy scores. Concerning the comparison with the FOR group that was
not provided with descriptive anchors, significant results were found for
two of the four planned contrasts for the accuracy scores. These differ-
ences reflected medium to large effect sizes of 0.53 and 0.88 for SA and
DA. Furthermore, the contrast for E also reflected a medium-size differ-
ence of 0.51 but fell just short of significance (p = .01) after the Bonferroni
adjustment, which would have required a significance level of p = .0083
(for DE, both groups had the same mean). When we compared the group
that could benefit from both methods to improve structure with the group
that was only provided with descriptive anchors, we found differences in
the small to medium range of 0.58, 0.32,0.37, and 0.55 for E, DE, SA, and
DA, respectively. The planned contrasts revealed significant differences
for E and DA.

In addition to the planned contrasts, we also conducted 2 x 2 ANOVAs
(Training x Anchors) for each accuracy score to evaluate the interplay
of the two aspects of structure. For each accuracy score, these ANOVAs
revealed significant main effects for conducting FOR rater training and for
providing descriptive anchors, all Fs(1, 195) > 9.21, all ps < .01. The n*s
for FOR training ranged between .08 and .17, and the n’s for providing
anchors ranged between .04 and .19. Furthermore, the interaction terms
were significant for all accuracy scores, all Fs(1, 195) > 7.96, all ps <
.05, n*s between .02 and .07. Together with the results from the planned
contrasts, the significant interactions indicate that combining both aspects
of structure leads to more accurate ratings than providing only one aspect
of structure but that these beneficial effects are not additive but smaller
than the effects found in relation to Hypotheses 1a and 2a.

Finally, with regard to interrater reliability, the group that could benefit
from both aspects of structure descriptively provided more reliable ratings
than the groups that could benefit from only one aspect (.78 vs. 72 and
.71, respectively). However, none of the differences was significant. Thus,
our results support Hypothesis 4a but not Hypothesis 4b.
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Discussion

This study represents the first investigation to compare the effects
of providing descriptively anchored rating scales and conducting FOR
rater training with regard to their effectiveness in improving the accuracy
and interrater reliability of ratings in a structured interview. In line with
Hypotheses 1a and 1b, the use of descriptively anchored rating scales
improved rating accuracy and interrater reliability for participants who
had only taken part in control training. These findings are consistent with
previous interview research (e.g., Maas, 1965; Maurer, 2002; Vance et al.,
1978). Similarly, and in line with Hypotheses 2a und 2b, FOR training im-
proved rating accuracy and interrater reliability for participants who were
not provided with descriptively anchored rating scales. Thus, in contrast
to past research in the interview domain (e.g., Maurer & Fay, 1988; Vance
et al., 1978) that only evaluated so-called rater error training and failed to
find improvements of rating quality, this study is the first primary study
to provide clear evidence that appropriate training (i.e., FOR-training, cf.
Woehr & Huffcutt, 1994) can make a marked difference with regard to
the quality of interview evaluations. In this way, this study also responds
to long-raised but still unanswered calls for more research concerning the
actual effects of interviewer training (Campion et al., 1997; Palmer et al.,
1999).

The results concerning the effectiveness of FOR training are also im-
portant because they revealed that training substantially improved aspects
of rating accuracy that reflect the general rating level across ratees and
dimensions or comparable rating levels across ratees (i.e., E and DE). This
is important because past rater training research often found no or only
small effects on these aspects (e.g., Day & Sulsky, 1995; Noonan & Sulsky,
2001; Woehr, 1994). As argued above, for selection interviews in which
overall evaluations of candidates are relevant to decide who should receive
a job offer, it is also important that all interviewers hold comparable eval-
uative standards and that an interviewer does not use different evaluative
standards across different candidates. In addition, even though we found
stronger effects on SA and DA, the effect sizes for E and DE were also
large according to conventional standards (Cohen, 1992). Furthermore,
concerning the size of the training effects, we also consider our results
to be supportive of our reasoning from above that FOR training leads to
stronger effects in the interview domain than in the performance appraisal
or the AC domain. Research in these domains often found smaller effects
than this study (e.g., Day & Sulsky, 1995; Schleicher et al., 2002; Woehr,
1994).
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Compared with one another, the two methods to improve structure
were comparable with regard to rating accuracy and interrater reliability.
Thus, the present results suggest that the two methods not only aim at
the same objective (i.e., improving rating quality by providing a common
evaluative standard for raters) but also achieve this objective to a similar
degree. This is in contrast to Hypotheses 3a and 3b predicting that FOR
training would be more effective in improving rating accuracy and inter-
rater reliability. Thus, the assumed positive effects of providing feedback
to trainees, of fostering greater agreement with the performance theory,
or of leading to deeper levels of processing did not lead to more accurate
and reliable ratings. An additional interesting finding, however, was that
although both components of structure seemed equally effective with re-
gard to improving rating accuracy, providing descriptively anchored rating
scales seemed to have a stronger effect on lowering the perceived diffi-
culty of the rating task than having participated in FOR training. Thus, it
might be possible that descriptively anchored rating scales can outweigh
the beneficial effects of FOR training by indeed lowering the demands on
interviewers’ memory. Specifically, because the anchors provide memory
cues that interviewers can use during the interview, there is a reduced need
for recall of all relevant aspects of the performance theory.

With regard to the question of whether the combination of providing
behavioral rating anchors and FOR training to evaluate answers in a struc-
tured interview increases rating quality beyond the effects of either method
alone (Hypotheses 4a and 4b), our results suggest that more structure re-
ally is better. Specifically, the group that participated in FOR training and
was provided with rating anchors descriptively showed the strongest ef-
fects for each of the four accuracy measures and for interrater reliability.
And even though the comparisons with the two groups that could only
benefit from one aspect of structure did not reveal a significant difference
concerning interrater reliability, we found several significant differences
for the accuracy scores, which lend support to Hypothesis 4a. The find-
ing that a combination of both aspects of structure can lead to further
improvements of rating quality—especially concerning E—is important
because it mitigates previous concerns (Campion et al., 1997) that either
component alone is sufficient to establish the common evaluative standard
that is needed to substantially reduce biases otherwise introduced by rater
idiosyncrasies. However, our findings are in line with the idea that using
both methods to improve structure combines their respective advantages
and prevents their respective disadvantages. This corroborates recommen-
dations by Huffcutt and Woehr (1999) to provide training to interviewers
regardless of whether or not the interview itself (i.e., the questions and
rating scales) is structured.
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Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

A limitation of this study is that it only looked at short-term effects.
This means that participants were only tested directly after training. Even
though we used a brief 10 minute distractor task between training and
testing, the finding that the two methods to improve structure are of com-
parable effectiveness might be specific to the time of testing. If participants
are tested later after training, it might well be that training effects become
blurred whereas the effects of providing descriptively anchored rating
scales remain the same, as these scales provide a frame of reference that
does not make any demands on memory for training content because they
are always available at the time of the rating task. Furthermore, past re-
search has found that some features of the training design are beneficial for
performance during or directly after training but are not related to reten-
tion or transfer to new materials or situations (cf. R. A. Schmidt & Bjork,
1992).

Given the possibility that the reduced demands on raters’ memory
are responsible for not finding a difference between FOR training and
descriptively anchored rating scales in this study, more information about
retention of rating skills acquired during rater training and the long-term
effects of this training is needed. Unfortunately, research on the stability
of the effects of rater training over time is sparse. Even though the few
studies that exist (Roch & O’Sullivan, 2003; Sulsky & Day, 1994) found
no significant deterioration of training effects over time, these results
should be regarded with caution because of the short delays considered
(Sulsky & Day, 1994, for example, only used a delay of 2 days) and
owing to the limited sample sizes used, which restricted the power of the
statistical tests employed. Assessing whether the two aspects of structure
are comparably effective when a longer retention interval is considered is
therefore an important endeavor for future research as it is probably rare
for applicants to be interviewed directly after the interviewers have been
trained. Furthermore, very little is known about transfer of rating skills
to other rating tasks and/or to actual work settings. A study by Noonan
and Sulsky (2001) that represents a noteworthy exception in this regard
surveyed training participants 4 months after training was provided and
found that they reported the use of information taught during the training
when completing actual performance evaluations. However, Noonan and
Sulsky were not able to assess the actual impact of training on the quality
of these real world performance evaluations. Future research is needed to
address these gaps in our knowledge.

As another limitation, this study only looked at effects on rating quality
but did not take other important criteria into account. Thus, the laboratory
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nature of our study precluded the assessment of effects on criterion-related
validity. Even though evidence from the AC domain suggests that improve-
ments in rating accuracy after FOR training also lead to better criterion
validity (Schleicher et al., 2002), such an effect remains to be shown in
the interview domain. Similarly, we did not consider interviewer reactions
to the targeted aspects of structure beyond the perception of the difficulty
of the rating task. However, previous research has shown that interview-
ers are not fond of too much structure mainly because structure restricts
their freedom in conducting an interview and might thereby interfere with
other goals in addition to making valid selection decisions (Dipboye,
1997; Lievens & De Paepe, 2004; van der Zee, Bakker, & Bakker, 2002).
Therefore, it might well be that the two components of structure are not
comparable when interviewer reactions and thus the adoption of more
structure in the long run are taken into account.

We also have to acknowledge that our study tested student partici-
pants and that it was conducted in a laboratory setting with videotaped
simulated interviews. With regard to the sample employed, past research
by Maurer (2002) suggests that the effects of providing descriptive an-
chors to evaluate interview answers are comparable for students and for
job-content experts. Similarly, in the AC domain, Lievens (2001) found
comparable effects of rater training when he compared student and man-
agerial samples. These reports provide indirect support for the assump-
tion that the present findings would also be obtained in a field sample
with interviewers. With regard to the impact of using videotaped inter-
views instead of face-to-face interviews, past research has found am-
biguous results. No differences were found in a study that compared di-
rect observation of AC candidates to indirect observation (i.e., via video;
Ryan et al., 1995). In contrast, however, a study by Van Iddekinge et al.
(2006) found higher mean ratings for face-to-face than for videotaped
interviews. Furthermore, interrater reliabilities between different inter-
viewers who evaluated the same face-to-face interview were also higher
than between two raters of whom one conducted the interview face-to-
face whereas the other evaluated the videotaped interviewee. Therefore,
future research is needed to assess the external validity of the present
findings.

Finally, a reviewer of this paper questioned the content of the train-
ing provided to participants in the control condition and raised concerns
that this content influenced the results obtained. An alternative to using a
pseudotraining condition like in this study would be a control condition
that differs only in the presence or absence of FOR training in comparison
to the actual training condition. As noted above, the rationale for using
the present control condition was to ensure that participants in both train-
ing conditions are equally familiar with the training context, the stimulus



KLAUS G. MELCHERS ET AL. 81

materials, and other structural aspects of the training situation. In pre-
vious studies, similar pseudotraining control conditions often included a
general lecture on performance appraisal instead of relevant components
of FOR training (e.g., Roch & O’Sullivan, 2003; Sulsky & Day, 1994).
Alternatively, Schleicher et al. (2002) provided more information on ACs
in a study in which participants later had to evaluate candidates in dif-
ferent AC exercises. As in these previous studies, we wanted to prevent
control participants from providing less accurate ratings just because of
their lower familiarity with the rating task or the training situation. Thus,
using a no-training control condition would likely have resulted in larger
effect sizes for FOR training. However, future research is necessary to de-
termine the actual impact of using different control conditions to evaluate
the effectiveness of FOR training.

Concerning additional suggestions for future research, the present
findings make it possible that increasing standardization of the evaluation
process might be a potential means to reduce subgroup differences and/or
discrimination in interviews. Previous research has revealed smaller sub-
group differences for higher levels of interview structure (e.g., Huffcutt &
Roth, 1998), but again, the coding of interview structure confounded sev-
eral aspects of structure. Furthermore, in light of the beneficial effects of
rater training on AC construct-related validity (Lievens, 2001; Schleicher
et al., 2002), future research might also investigate whether increasing
interview structure might also help to improve the construct-related va-
lidity of dimension ratings generated in selection interviews. Given that
past research found little evidence that interviewer ratings actually reflect
the targeted dimensions (e.g., Huffcutt et al., 2001; Melchers et al., 2009;
Schuler & Funke, 1989), more knowledge on ways to improve interview
construct-related validity seems warranted.

Practical Implications

These results show that both FOR rater training for interviewers and
descriptively anchored rating scales can lead to substantial improvements
in rating accuracy and interrater reliability and that the two methods to
increase the structure of the evaluation process in an interview are of com-
parable effectiveness. Furthermore, the finding that combining them yields
further meaningful improvements in rating accuracy is important given
that both aim to reduce rater idiosyncrasies and also given the substantial
cost of developing good descriptive rating anchors (Maurer, 2002) or of
providing rater training for interviewers (Campion et al., 1997). However,
inspection of the effect sizes obtained also suggests that it is important
to make use of at least one of the two methods to improve structure be-
cause this can already help to enhance rating quality considerably. Thus,
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when it is not possible to provide both training and anchors, introducing
at least one of these two methods can already make a substantial differ-
ence. Given that the present results suggest that providing FOR training
is of comparable effectiveness to providing descriptively anchored rating
scales, the choice between them can be guided by the specific restric-
tions and possibilities of the context of the interview development and
use.

However, we also want to mention two caveats. First, given that we
suggest that both methods of improving structure are of comparable ef-
fectiveness, it is necessary to keep in mind the limitations of the present
study, such as having no substantial time delay between training and in-
terview evaluations. And second, the finding that providing descriptive
anchors is as effective as providing rater training should not be interpreted
as a suggestion that no training at all is needed for interviewers to attain
improvements of rating quality. Training may be needed, for example, to
ensure that other methods of interview structure are implemented properly
(Campion et al., 1997). For instance, a study by Latham and Saari (1984)
revealed that a situational interview that otherwise did possess criterion
validity lost its power to predict work performance when used incor-
rectly by the interviewers (see also Weekley & Gier, 1987, for a similar
case).

Furthermore, interviewer training may cover various aspects not in-
cluded in the current training that focused on the evaluation of answers
to predetermined interview questions. Chapman and Zweig’s (2005) sur-
vey, for example, found that actual interviewer training for campus in-
terviewers often contained information on legal issues, rapport building,
or note taking, meaning, on topics beyond those covered by the present
training. The importance of such topics can be seen, for instance, in
findings from a recent field study by Saliméki and Greenberg (2007),
who found that training interviewers in interactional justice can make
a marked difference regarding acceptance of job offers, retention of re-
cruited candidates after the probationary period, and organizational com-
mitment of recruited candidates. These findings are in line with the no-
tion that selection interviews serve more purposes than mere selection
of the best applicants and that training might also be helpful to achieve
those goals. Thus, even though one might want to save money, effort,
and time necessary to construct and implement the FOR part of the
training, on the basis of these results one should not abandon central
topics of interviewer training like the proper use of the interview guide
and other important aspects of designing and conducting good selection
interviews.
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APPENDIX

Example of a systematic planning question used in the interview and of
the corresponding descriptive rating anchors (the other interview questions
are available from the first author upon request):

Tomorrow, you will participate in a full-day advanced training course.
You registered for it a while ago but due to the high demand, you had to
wait a long time to actually take the course. Two days from now, in the
morning, you have to give an important presentation before your board
of directors to explain a project you have been planning. Although the
basic concept of your presentation is ready, you still need several hours
to hone the presentation to perfection in terms of content and style. Later
today, however, you have appointments with representatives from other
departments. What would you do?

5 (good):
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If possible, reschedules today’s appointments and prepares the presen-
tation so that he/she can attend the training course tomorrow. Would also
cancel the training course if necessary, as he/she recognizes the precedence
of the presentation over the training course.

3 (average):

Reschedules/cancels participation in the training course to have suffi-
cient time to prepare for the presentation.

1 (poor):

Accepts a suboptimal presentation (prepared only after the training
course) or reschedules the presentation.
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